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THE INF TREATY AND FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

On 8 December 1987 the United States and the Soviet Union
slgned the INF Treaty culminating a serles of negotiations
going back to the early years of the decade. Thls treaty has
been pralsed by some for eliminating an entire class of
missiles almed at Western Europe while others criticlize It as a
step toward the Sovliet goal of a denuclearlzed NATO rlpe for
Intimidation or attack. Thls paper will examine how the INF
Treaty affects NATO’s milltary strategy of flexlible response.
First, a description of the flexlble response strategy will be
provided as background. Then, the terms of the INF treaty will
be addressed followed by an assessment of the treaty’s impact

on the military strategy of the alllance. .

)

CHAPTER 1
NATO’s FLEXIBLE RESPONSE STRATEGY

The NATO member natlons have long favored the presence of
nuclear weapons In military planning. At a 1952 meeting of
defense ministers in Lisbon the alllance formulated Iits
conventlonal force requlrements needed to protect Western
Europe from Soviet attack. A force of 96 divisions and 9000
aircraft, only slightly less than the Normandy invasion
package, was required. In view of the projected costs to field

such a force, the natlons elected to furnish 26 divisions, 1400
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alocraft, and to deploy tactlical nuclear weapons to make up the
difference. (16:63) This decision logic has been used ever
since by the alllance because nuclear weapons are cheaper than
manpower intenslive conventional forces.

The original NATO strategy was massive retalliation relying
on the US strategic arsenal to deter any Soviet encroachment
upon NATO territory. People soon began to reallize that a
threat to launch strateglc nuclear weapons to counter a Warsaw
Pact border inclident was neither believable nor appropriate.
The massive retallatlon strategy lacked credibility in a
limlted war scenarlo. (12:137> This ldea was perhaps best
expressed In 1957 by a Harvard professor, Henry Kissinger, in
his Nuclear Weapons and Forelan Polligcy. In this landmark work,
Klssinger advocated that Intermedlate positions between total
peace and the total war of masslive retallatloh were needed.
(11:9> NATO began to entertain the premise that the best
deterrent may be the threat to respond approprlately to
whatever aggression the enemy mounted. (12:136)

Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara formally introduced
the flexlble response concept on 5 May 1962 at a North Atlantic
Councll ministerlial meeting In Athens. (12:156> In a speech
based upon the existing US nuclear superiorlity, he discussed
how counterforce targetting of enemy milltary assets as opposed
to the countervalue approach of hitting clties would reduce
damage In NATO countrles durlng a nuclear conflict. (12:157)

The persuasive efforts of McNamara over the next few years led
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to the adoption of the flexible response strategy in May 1967
by the North Atlantlc Council(NAC>. (12:191)

In a Milltary Committee document (MC 14/3), the Millitary
Committee with NAC approval directed the Major NATO
Commanders(MNC) "to provide for the employment as appropriate
of one or more of direct defense, dellberate escalation, and
general nuclear response, thus confronting the enemy with a
credible threat of escalation in response to any type of
aggression below the level of a major nuclear attack."
(12:187> In promulgating this new strategy, NATO recognized
the dlifflculity of responding to a varied Soviet arsenal with a
single form of allied response. Flexible response deterred the
Soviet Union by assuring an offsetting, if not identical,
balance of conventlional, tactical nuclear, and strategic
nuclear forces. Aggression would be met by the minimum
possible force, but NATO retained the possibillity of first use
of nuclear weapons to counter a major conventional attack.
(6:9)

Flexible response also altered the role of NATO’s
conventional forces. Formerly a trigger or trip-wire for

masslive retallatlon, they were now charged with halting a

conventional attack by providing a viable forward defense.

(1:12> 1In effect, conventional forces try to turn back the
aggressors and force wlthdrawal from NATO territory. Strong %
conventional forces allow NATO’s political authorities to defer

conslderation of nuclear options. Instead, the Soviets are




faced with the decislon to escalate to nuclear weapons or
accept defeat.

However, the European nations in the alilance have never
been able to overcome the political problems assoclated with
building up a serious conventional optlon. (12:190)
Questionable assumptions about warning time and rapid
mobilization were used to rationalize conventional force levels
Incongsistent with the flexible response strategy. (6:9)
Although the approved NATO milltary strategy called for a full
range of optlions, Europeans generally thought that escalation
to the strateglc level was the best policy for deterrence and
that the threat of first use would serve to convince the USSR
that there could be linkage between conventional hostilities in
Europe and strateglic nuclear forces In the Unlted States.

(6:9) The key to successful deterrence was Sbvlet perception
of thls linkage.

The flexible response strategy in use today envisions three
types of reactlion to aggression: direct defense to stop the
enemy advance and to Induce him to withdraw; deliberate
escalation to ralse the intensity in a controlled manner
Including the possible first use of nuclear weapons: and
general nuclear response as the ultlmate deterrent. (4:14) To
support the strategy, NATO relles upon a triad of forces:
strateglc nuclear, theater nuclear, and conventlonal. Each lea
should possess adequate capability and be linked to the other

legs. (10:48>




The strength of the flexlble response strategy lies in the
range of avallable responses which create uncertainty In the
h mind of a potentlal aggressor as to how NATO wlll react. The
L greater the uncertalnty, the greater the deterrence. (10:49)

For thls loglic to work, the continued threat to use nuclear

weapons flrst is necessary along with showing a credible

warflghting capabllity In each leg of the NATO triad. (10:49)




CHAPTER II
TERMS OF THE INF TREATY

Against this backdrop of the flexible response strategy,
the Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union
of Soviet Soclallst Republics on the Ellmination of thelr
Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Mlisslles was signed by
Presldent Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev on 8 December
1987. This INF treaty defined the kinds of missliles to be
eliminated. Article II, paragraph S deflines intermediate-range
misslie as a ground-launched cruise misslle(GLCM) or a
ground-launched ballistic missi1e(GLBM)> having a range In
excess of 1000 kilometers but not In excess of 5500 kilometers.
Article III then ldentifles the speclflc systems which fit
this definition. For the US It means Pershing Il and the
BGM-109G better known as GLCM. For the USSR |t means the
SS-20, the SS-4, and the SS-5.

Shorter-range mlsslles are defined In Article II, paragraph
6 as a GLBM or a GLCM having a range equal to or greater than
500 kllometers but not 1n excess of 1000 kilometers. Weapons
meeting this criteria are the Pershing IA for the US and GE and
the SS-12 and the SS-23 for the USSR.

Each slignatory has three years subsequent to ratiflication
to carry out the elimlnatlion of all intermedlate-range missliles
and 18 months to do away wlth all shorter-range missliles.

Numbers of missiles to be ellminated and basing locations are
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contalned In a Memorandum of Understanding Regarding the
Establ ishment of the Data Base for the INF treaty. The US
ldentifies a total of 859 deployed and non-deployed missiles
whlile the USSR lists 1752 such missiles. It ls Important to
note that the INF treaty eliminates missliles or dellivery
vehlcles, not nuclear warheads. During Senate hearings on the
treaty, Secretary of Defense Carlucc! stated that this
provision was drafted by the US to help ease an impending
shortage of nuclear materials for new US weapons and to
safeguard secret Information about warhead design. (14:7)

Article XI of the treaty contains the verlficatlon
procedures which Include the right of on-site inspectlons at
certaln misslle operating bases and missile support facllitles
for 13 years after entry Into force of the treaty. This date
wlll be whenever the Instruments of ratlflcation are formally
exchanged between the two nations. A separate protocol
regarding Inspectlions spelis out In great detall the

obligations of each natlon.




CHAPTER II1I

IMPACT UPON FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

To understand the impact of the INF treaty on NATO’s
flexlble response strategy, it Is flrst necessary to address
the characterlistics and capabllitles of the missiles scheduled
for elimlnation. Crulise missiles fly at very low altltudes to
minimize the possibility of radar detectlion and correlate their
position with specific terraln features to deliver payload with
pinpoint accuracy. (12:203)> Their small size complicates
enemy efforts to locate and destroy them in flight and they
have a relatively low cost. Both Pershing II and GLCM are
moblle which enhances pre-launch survivabllity. <(<10:52) The
Soviets have been especlally apprehensive about Pershing 11
which they see as a flrst strlke system whlchtcould threaten
thelr national command authorlity with destructlion within
minutes. (11:20) Pershing Il Is Indeed capable of striking
targets In western Russia with almost no warning. (11:20)

The US In conjunction with l1ts NATO allles made the
declislion to deploy the GLCM and Pershing I1 based upon a public
perception that Soviet actions had shifted the theater nuclear
balance to the Warsaw Pact. The driving force was the 1977
deployment of the SS-20 with three warheads and a multiple
Independently targeted reentry vehicle(MIRV) capability.
(11:17) Moreover, the SS-20 was more accurate, had greater

range, and was more survivable due to Its moblillity. (1:28>




The Soviets had deployed the SS-4 in 1959 and the SS-5 in 1961
and the S5-20 was a much Improved addltlion to the Warsaw Pact
arsenal. (11:17) Yet another weapon system wlth nuclear
dellvery capablllity was the Backflre bomber fielded in the
1970s. (12:220)

Faced with thls imposling array of Soviet theater nuclear
systems, NATO concluded that there would be a serious gap in
the contlnuum of deterrence provided by the flexible response
strategy. NATO should have a progressive series of reéponses
or "rungs" constituting a "ladder" of nuclear escalation
options with each level adapted to speciflc slituatlons and
uses. (12:220) If NATO did not respond to the fielding of the
SS-20, the alllance would be missing a “rung" because 1t |acked
an adequate weapon system capable of strikling Soviet targets
wlthout using Western systems normally consld@red strateglc.
(12:220)

If a NATO commander wanted to use a theater nuclear weapon
againgt a milltary target Iin the western USSR as a signal of
intent as well as a military response, he would be inhibited by
the structure of NATO’sS nuclear forces. Theater-based tactical
alrcraft dellvery of a tactlical nuclear warhead would be slow
and posslibly Ineffectlve due to Improving Soviet alr defenses.
As an alternative, the decislion to use a strategic weapon would
be impeded by a US president or UK prime minister hesitant to
risk a Soviet counterstrlke against home tercritory. (12:220)

Based upon this type of reasonling, NATO belleved that credible
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deterrence depended upon Improving theater nuclear forces to

counter the SS-20 and the Backfire. Hence, In 1979 the famous

dual track decislion was announced by NATO. The alllance would
deploy 108 Pershing Il and 464 GLCM while simultaneously
pursuing arms control negotiations. By basing these new
missiles In five countries(United Kingdom, Italy, Germany,
Belglum,The Netherlands), alllance solldarity and deterrence
were strengthened. (12:231) The beddown of these new
misslles could also free some dual-capable C(able to dellver
nuclear or conventlional weapons) NATO aircraft from nuclear
strike quick reaction alert(GQRA) and make them avallable for
conventional roles and misslions. This reasslignment would
augment the alllance’s conventlional capabillity and revitalize

the overall deterrence pogsture. (13:34) .

To understand the milltary capabllity of NATO in a post-INF
treaty scenario, It 13 useful to examine the theater nuclear
leg of the force triad. This component ls obviously reduced by
the elimination of Pershing II and GLCM but still contains dual
capable alrcraft and battlefleld nuclear forces such as nuclear
cannon (howitzer), and short range missiles (Lance). These
latter weapons are llmited by range to the immedliate vicinity
of the tactical battle and are based on oid technology.
(11:35> Durling the 19708 the US had about 6000 nuclear
warheads for battlefleld systems in Europe. (13:157) Most of f

these warheads In the Central Reglon were concentrated at 20
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odd storage sites whose vulnerablllty was recognized but
dispersal measures were too tough politically. (13:157)

These battlefleld nuclear forces do provide beneflt and
should not be dismissed without proper consideration. Glven
the numerical superliority of Warsaw Pact conventlonal forces,
these battlefleld weapons should serve as a force multiplier
for NATO. Artlllery-fired atomic projectiles are not affected
by night or bad weather and are avallable for use at any time.
The mobllity and dual capablllity of 155mm and 8 Inch(203mm)
cannons provide the alllance with several optlions. (16:63)

One obvious beneflt occurs when the Soviets have to disperse
their conventional forces to avold presenting lucrative targets
for battlefleid nucltear systems. (8:4> The chance of any
Soviet offensive breakthrough Is diminished when Red army units
are dlscouraged from massing. The responslvehess of nuclear
artlilleryCall weather, around the clock) could disrupt Warsaw
Pact synchronlzatlon and force the Soviets to contemplate
changlng tactlics and, glven the lnevitable fog of war, reduce
chances for success. (16:63) The limited range of these
battlefleld systems guarantee not hitting the USSR while their
accuracy and relatlively low ylelds minimize collateral damage.
Hence, thelr use as part of the theater nuclear leg of the NATO
triad is an essential and credible option between conventional
forces and a general nuclear response associated with SACEUR’s
Scheduled Strike Program and the US Single Integrated

Operational Plan(SIOP). (16:63)
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In 1983 NATO defense ministers addressed battlefleld
nuclear systems and decided to reduce the nuclear stockpile to
4600 by the end of 1988. (10:52) The ministers also agreed at
this Montebello conference to examine several modernizatlion and
survivablllity improvements for theater nuclear forces. In
addition to better range and accuracy, moblllity and hardening
were advocated for enhanced survivabllity. One of the prime
concerns was to strengthen the credibllity of such weapons by
removing the specter of "use “em or lose “em." (10:52)

Discussions of Improving tactical nuclear weapons are not
received with enthusiasm by our European allles. To Europeans,
any nuclear weapon, regardless of dellvery mode, exploded in
Europe is strateglic, not tactical. The Germans have a special
averslon to any conslderatlon of nuclear warfighting on thelr
territory. Europeans belleve that deterrencg'should be the
chief attribute of all forces. In fact, talk of warfighting
weakens deterrence., (11:16) While the US has conslistently
talked of stronger conventlonal forces to iIimlt the risk of
nuclear escalation, the NATO allles have displayed a reluctance
to create too much conventional strength for fear it would
weaken the effect of the strategic deterrent. (6:8)

Our European allles have always stressed the concept of
"coupling." They want vislible assurance that the US would risk
Chicago by attacking Leningrad to save Frankfurt. 8:3
Generally, the long range theater nuclear forces based In

Western Europe provided the evidence of the coupling of theater
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nuclear war In Europe to a strateglic nuclear exchange between
the US and the USSR and thus formed an important element of
deterrence. (11:3)

To assess the impact of the INF treaty on the flexible
response strategy, one can start by reviewing the positions of
various people. The current Supreme Allled Commander
Europe(SACEUR), General John Galvin, belleves that flexible
response is still valid in the post-INF era, but the means to
implement the stratégy need buttressing or eise the risk is
too high. (4:14) General Galvin goes on to state that a mix
of adequate and effectlive nuclear and conventlonal forces are
needed for credible deterrence. The presence of mlséiles.
alrcraft, and artillery that can delliver nuclear warheads
promotes deterrence. Moreover, these systems should be spread
across various NATO countries so any nuclear }esponse would be
seen as a "total NATO" response. (4:14)

General Robert H. Reed, USAF, Chlef of Staff, Supreme
Headquarters Allled Powers Europe(SHAPE), says that the INF
treaty returns NATO to its 1979 situatlion before INF deployment
and shifts the bulk of theater nuclear deterrent back to the
tactlical alr forces. (3:29) Once tactlical alrcraft llke the
F-16, Tornado, F-111, and F-15E start pulling nuclear strike
alert, they are less likely to be used aggressively In the
early, critlcal days of a conventional attack. General Reed
also expressed hls concern that deterrence |Is weakened by

eliminating several European natlons as participants in the
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alllance’s nuclear strategy once Pershing Il and GLCM are
removed. (3:29) Reed believes that a new alr-to-ground
standoff weapon with a range of 250 to 400 kil lometers should be
developed. When carried on tactical aircraft, the effective
penetration range would be increased to threaten more targets.
General Reed also favors the deployment of more F-111s in
Europe and while warning that the effect of the INF treaty on
tactlical alrpower ls severe, he belleves that fallure to ratify
the treaty'would fracture the alllance and thus be even worst.
(3:30)

General Bernard Rogers, the former SACEUR who retired in
June 1987, also has some comments on the INF treaty. The INF
pact promotes the fear that removal of INF systems could reduce
the possiblllity that a US president would declde to use
strategic nuclear weapons In the event of a cbnfllct on the
continent. (2:25) The risk is that both Soviet and West
European leaders might belleve that the INF treaty would reduce
the 1lkellhood of such an Amerlican declslon. General Rogers
would prefer to delay ratiflcation until the USSR agrees to
reduce iIts forward-deployed conventlional forces. (2:26)

Another Rogers argument holds that, with the advent of
strategic parity, NATO’s INF forces make the threat of US

nuclear escalation believable to both Soviets and West

Europeans. The use of the Pershing II and GLCM agalinst the
USSR would unleash a strategic nuclear war because the Soviets

would then most llkely attack the US with strateglc systems. ‘
o
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Consequently, the INF deployment couples or links the defense
of Europe directly to the US strateglic nuclear deterrent and
guarantees, more than any amount of conventlional NATO forces,
that the Soviets will not attack Western Europe. (2:26)

Simply put, INF removal would increase the chance of a Soviet

conventlonal attack or pollitical intimidation.

Others express concern about what comes after the INF
treaty. The pact opens the door to bargaln away NATO’s
remalning nuclear weapons and it falls to create a political
consensus for a conventlional defense structure to take the
place of the INF systems. (5:54) The securlty pollicies of the
European left tend to exacerbate this concern. Taking the
cheap way out, they favor nuclear weapons over more costly
conventional forces. Acceding to the INF paéi puts NATO on
what many call the "sllppery slope" toward Western dlsarmament.
(S:54)

The INF treaty also has Its advocates. Many believe that
It ylelds tanglible benefits with manageable risks. It
eliminates the Soviet advantage in Intermedlate range missiles
and also requires the USSR to do away with shorter range
misslles that the US does not have. (7:172)

Supporters say that treaty critlics tend to look at the
theater balance in Isolation and thus overstate the treaty’s
significance. The treaty does not apply to tactical alrcraft

and sea-based systems which have been part of flexible response
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since 1967, 16 years before Pershing II and GLCM were ever
flelded. (7:176> Advocates point out that tactlcal alrpower
and sea-based systems can be augmented to increase defense with
little of the pollitical turmoll assoclated with land-based
missile deployments. The 859 INF systems represent only a
small fractlon of the total US nuclear arsenal estimated to be
11700 long range misslile warheads and bombs. (7:176)

Other supporters stress that the INF- treaty ls the flirst
US-USSR agreement which significantly reduces nuclear arms.
Rather than restrainling the rate of growth, this agreement is
the first to reduce NATO/Warsaw Pact force levels in Europe.
The treaty lmproves the East/West political climate and

encourages the reductlon process In other areas of arms
control. (2:24) .

Some treaty supporters look at the remainder of the NATO
trlad. Tactlcal alrcraft with nuclear delivery capabllity are
untouched. Sea-launched cruise missiles(land-attack Tomahawk)
wlil] be available on surface ships while over 400 Poseidon
warheads will be replaced by the more accurate Trident D-5
missiles. (2:25) Both Tomahawk and Trident can hlt targets in
the USSR currently targeted by Pershing II and GLCM.

The current INF treaty debate in the Congress and the media
can be confusing. The Reagan White House and the traditlional
arms control community, a group critical of other aspects of
Reagan’s policles, have formed a unique alllance in the

ratiflcatlon effort. The opposition also contains some strange
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bedfellows. Henry Kissinger and other past supporters of
detente are allled with vocal far-right critics 1lke Senator
Jesse Helms and Congressman Jack Kemp. (7:172)

The opposition to the treaty Is contradictory at times.
Critics state that the INF mlissiles strengthen deterrence by
increasing the probability that a conflict in Europe will
escalate into a global nuclear war (the coupling concept).
They also say that the missiles are needed to ensure NATO’s
capabllity to respond flexibly to any attack without
encouragling escalation to US strateglc weapons. The INF
deployment strengthened deterrence because the US National
Command Authoritles (NCA> would £ind 1t easler to use INF
missiles In Europe than central strategic gsystems |like the
Peacekeeper or Trident, a step that would very llkely lead to
World War III. (7:173) '

To come to a Jjudgment on the INF treaty, It is
useful to take a look at the Soviet objectives In signing the
document. On a political level, the accord encourages the
denuclearization of Europe (the "slippery slope" thesis) while
It instlitutionalizes the arms control process. (7:160) On a
mllltary level, It ellminates the weapon which the Sovliets fear
most, the Pershing II ballistic missile, able to hit targets In
the Western USSR mlnutes after launch. This actlon fits the
evolving Soviet millitary doctrline which now stresses the
Importance of trying to limlt any confllict In Europe to the use

of conventional forces. (7:160)
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This wrliter supports ratlfication of the treaty because to
not do It would be far worse. The NATO alllance solidarity
would be undermined |f the US Senate rejects ratificatlon or
attaches amendments unacceptable to the Soviets. Slnce 1979
the European people have been reminded frequently about the
dual track declsion to fleld INF while engaging In arms controil
dialogue with the Soviets. The NATO INF deployment declslion
and the subsequent Soviet declsion to negotiate are events
which make the dual track decision of 1979 appear to have been
clalrvoyant. Senate disapproval of the INF treaty would refute
the dual track declision and weaken the crediblillty of political
leaders In allAmember natlons.

The best course for the US is one of damage limjtation;
ratify the INF treaty but be careful to avoid similar problems
in the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks(START).  INF weapons
formed a middle ground between conventlional arms and strategic
systems in the NATO arsenal. With INF misslile systems banned
by treaty, a gap appears on the escalation ladder. Whlle NATO
returns to lts pre-INF posture In theater-based del{very
systems, Warsaw Pact alr defenses remain at thelr potent 1988
level, Given this situation, there may well be a reluctance to
use either theater-based or central strategic systems in a
future NATO crislis and deterrence will decline as the result.

One way to cut losses Is to provide declisive leadership in
improving the NATO trlad, especlally the theater-based nuclear

leg. In 1985 General Rogers briefed the NATO Nuclear Planning
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Group on several recommended lmprovements. These included a
Lance misslile with greater range and a nuclear stand-off
misslle for dual role tactlcal alrcraft. <(4:15) Analysts
estimate that a better Lance would hold at risk about 45% of
all first echelon Warsaw Pact forces which lle withlin 30
kllometers of the FLOT. (16:63> Such Improvements should be
Implemented immedliately.

Shared with General Rogers as another caveat |s the need to
Increase the survivablllty of dual capable alrcraft and to
Improve their abllity to penetrate Warsaw Pact defenses.

(4:15) Wlith no INF missiles to worry about, the Sovliets can
concentrate on neutrallzing the remalning theater-based
tactlcal nuclear dellvery systems, primarily tactical air
power, by attackling such alrcraft at their home bases. More
and better shelters are needed at both maln aBd dispersal bases
along with Improved penetration alds.

Another way to Improve NATO’s dellivery capabllity of both
tactlcal nuclear and conventlonal munitlons would be the use of
B-52 bombers as dliscussed at the 1988 Aerospace Power Symposium
held at the Air War College on 2-4 March 1988. Survivablility

would be hligh with alrcraft based In the CONUS and would be

even more enhanced when firing stand-off weapons.

The alllance i1s addressing many of these concerns with an
increased urgency as the treaty has been signed. On 2-3 4
November 1987 the Nuclear Planning Group met in Monterey.

Callfornlia and dlscussed ways to correct the maldeployment of

N
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remalning nuclear forces after the INF treaty. (9:24) At
future meetings national delegations will be briefed on various
deployment options including a follow-on Lance missile, new
battlefleld nuclear artillery shells with an extended range to
30 miles, and a new alr-launched cruise missile with a 350
nautlcal mlle range. (9:24)

Another step In the rlight direction would be that emerging
arms technologles will lead to conventional weapons with
destructive power approaching those of nuclear weapons.
Gorbachev and Marshalls Ogarkov and Akhromeyev, former and
current chlefs of the Soviet General Staff, have all expressed
such a vliew. (5:55) A deterrence not based on nuclear weapons
would offer a clear advantage, belng able to threaten armies
without holding all of mankind at risk.

However, such weapons are not yet in our Srsenals so NATO
must concentrate on credible deterrence which requires four
elements; forces In belng, a doctrine for thelr employment, the
will to use them, and the bellef by a potential adversary that
the will to use the forces exlists. Should any element of the
equatlion be lacking, there I8 a rilsk that deterrence may fail.
(11:29)> As Churchlll once saild, "It |Is no good saying ‘we are
dolng our best.’ You have got to succeed in doing what is

necessary." (18:16)
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